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Community colleges generate only 2% of the total charitable funds raised by
higher education institutions in the United States. In an era when America needs its
community colleges to be active public sector partners in economic development and
workforce training, state funding has been drastically cut, and other traditional funding
sources are not making up for the much-needed funds. Forward thinking community
college leaders must turn to their foundations as an important revenue source to offset the
impact of budget cuts and sustain educational excellence and accessibility. But with
limited resources for each institution to employ a professional fund raising staff, it is
unclear if state system foundations can create programs to help bridge the gap for
individual community colleges.
The purpose of this study, guided by the organizational theory of examining an
organization’s performance as part of an entire system and not individual factors, was to
examine multi-year trends of public community colleges in the states of Virginia and
Maryland that have participated in the Voluntary Support for Education (VSE) survey

between the years of 2007-2012. The study was limited in scope, but could be the
foundation for a broader framework of study to determine the fundraising significance
and impact of state-level system community college foundations and the vice presidents
of institutional advancement that lead them.
The study consists of a review of available literature on institutional advancement
in higher education and the quantitative study of data collected over a 5 year period
through the VSE survey. Independent sample t-tests were used to determine if the mean
difference on a particular group characteristic was statically significant for each
dependent variable.
The findings of the study did not affirm that having an experienced vice president
of institutional advancement leading a state-level foundation leads to greater success in
terms of private funds raised by community colleges of various sizes and resources
within the system. However, this is the first known study to compare community college
fund raising from a state-level approach, therefore the researcher concludes that increased
emphasis on building a state-wide culture of philanthropy for community colleges is
needed.
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INTRODUCTION

Background
Public community colleges in the United States are experiencing many demands
such as declining state funds, fluctuating federal budgets, and increasing program costs
that impact their abilities to provide quality educational programs and services consistent
with their missions. Community colleges have traditionally created a gateway to college
degrees, to the middle class and beyond, for millions of Americans. Their mission of an
open door policy and the educational benefits they offer are most essential to underserved
segments of society: people of color, immigrants, low-income communities, single-parent
heads of household, inner-city kids, and anyone who needs a second chance at higher
education. This comes in an era when higher education is needed as never before with
the growing demands of technology in a global economy with a challenging employment
future and a widening gap between the wealthy and the poor (Klingaman, 2012).
A significant number of these challenges are directly related to funding.
According to Blumenstyk in The Chronicle of Higher Education (2013), Northern
Virginia Community College has had to deal with a 20 % cut in state funding while
experiencing a 25 % increase in enrollment. Traditional funding for 2-year colleges has
come from four primary sources of revenue, including federal funding, state funding,
student tuition, and local taxes. It is not likely that community colleges will ever see
1

significant changes in funding from any of these four areas in the future (Armistead,
Gilbert, & Kelly, 2010).
Because they are facing record enrollments and declining state and local funding,
many of the leaders of these institutions are facing the realization that private support for
their colleges is imperative to meet their demanding needs (Babitz, 2007). The
responsibility of these fundraising efforts will primarily fall to the 501(c)(3)
organizations that are charged with raising, managing, and investing their private funds.
Community college foundations play the pivotal role in assisting these institutions in
raising the extra funds they need to sustain and enhance their missions (Hauenstein,
2010).
The future fiscal integrity of many 2-year public colleges may be jeopardized by
the lack of effective fundraising, which will be needed to supplement and help offset
declining public support for higher education, and by the failure of institutions to
integrate fundraising goals and strategies into institutional strategic planning (Hauenstein,
2010). According to the American Association of Community Colleges, (Summers,
2006) at least on paper, most community colleges have a foundation charged with helping
to develop new sources of funding to offset the decline in public money. Community
college development offices can range from one person trying to cover all areas to an
experienced office with a complete staff (Summers, 2006). Other reports show that some
institutions have created structures to accept gifts but have not built offices of
institutional advancement for fundraising (Babitz, 2007). Many argue that the spectrum
of capacity and expertise is about as wide as you can imagine (Babitz, 2007).
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In Fundraising Strategies for Community Colleges, (Klingaman, 2012)
summarizes the case for community college advancement as follows:
1. Community colleges play a critical role as the gateway to higher education
and a college degree for millions of students.
2. Community colleges garner only a tiny share of the philanthropic
resources devoted to higher education.
3. State support to community colleges has been decreasing at a precipitous
rate, while costs rise significantly each year.
4. The tuition rate for community colleges has been growing at a steady rate
for well over a decade.
5. Leading edge public and private 2-year colleges have demonstrated that
impressive fundraising results can be achieved.
6. System-wide governing bodies are beginning to mandate improvement in
development outcomes for 2-year colleges.
7. New models of fundraising practice that have the potential to boost results
significantly are being introduced to the marketplace (p.16).
In recent years, some state-level community college systems have attempted to
address these issues by essentially creating a statewide foundation program charge with
supporting the individual community colleges in the system with fund raising expertise
(Toner, 2010). One of the earliest examples can be found at the Kentucky Community
and Technical College System (KCTCS). Working with the foundation directors from
the state’s 16 community colleges, the state-level office is developing benchmarks to get
all schools up to a threshold standard for fundraising capacity. The vice president for
3

advancement (VPA) “provides leadership in planning budgeting and policy development
for all private fundraising, marketing and communications, alumni affairs, event
planning, and governmental affairs of the system” (Doughetry, 2008, p 129). The VPA
also serves as a legislative liaison to the Kentucky General Assembly delegation and the
U.S. Congress, as well as the executive director of the KCTCS Foundation, Inc., the
system’s independent state-level foundation (Doughetry, 2008).
In 2008, the Louisiana Community and Technical College System (LCTCS),
which serves seven community colleges, two technical community colleges, and 38
technical college campuses created an executive director of system advancement. Their
responsibilities include implementing a plan of support and leading a progressive
fundraising plan to help support the community and technical college in the system. The
LCTCS foundation was established in 2007 with the mission of providing direct support
to the individual colleges and their foundations and securing private resources to advance
the system’s ability to transform Louisiana’s workforce. Focus areas for the LCTCS
include:
1. Fundraising capacity-building for all the colleges of the LCTCS
2. Activities that enhance visibility and strengthen support for the LCTCS at
the community, parish, state, and federal level
3. International workforce partnerships that prepare students to succeed in a
global economy
4. Innovative academic and training programs that improve student
achievement. (Louisiana Community & Technical College System
Foundation, 2008)
4

A similar program is in place at the Virginia Community College Foundation
(VCCFE) for Education. According to the VCCFE website, the foundation is currently
working under a 6 year strategic plan with the individual community college foundations
to raise a collected $550 million which they will all benefit from (Virginia Foundation for
Community College Education, 2012).
The increased focus on private fundraising poses challenges for community
colleges in every state, whether they are urban, suburban, or rural, and each have unique
and different challenges (Glass & Jackson, 2000). Establishing state-level system
community college foundations or empowering the ones in existence might be the best
way to address the individual fund raising needs of a state’s diverse community college
system. It seems logical that having a very experienced vice president for institutional
advancement at the state-level system foundation is the best way for America’s
community colleges to catch up in the aggressive world of major gift fund raising. One
way to begin exploring this theory is to compare the community college fund raising
programs of two states with similar demographics. In other words, examine the multiyear fundraising trends in a state that has a state-level system foundation led by a vice
president for institutional advancement as compared to another state without a state-level
system foundation where the individual community college foundations work
independently without the leadership of a vice president for institutional advancement.
Statement of the Problem
Community colleges generate only 2% of the total charitable funds raised by
higher education institutions in the United States. This accounts for $500 million of $28
billion of donations annually (Lanning, 2009). This means that the institutions that serve
5

nearly 50% of the nation’s undergraduates receive only two cents of every dollar that is
raised annually for higher education (Lanning, 2009).
Before the late 1970’s, very few foundations could be seen on community college
campuses, but by the end of the 1980’s the number of fundraising programs with
foundations had grown to approximately 649 (Angel & Gares, 1989). Community
college foundations help their institutions raise additional funds and increase volunteer
involvement, which can allow for flexibility for decisions of investments by the
leadership (Carrier, 2002). It is not unusual for the funds raised to be used to
supplement-operating budgets, however, community colleges are beginning to build
endowments to support scholarships, faculty support, and campus upkeep (Babitz, 2003).
Because of this new emphasis and importance of effective community college
fund raising, practitioners and academics must have the tools to “evaluate and compare
various facets of fund raising activities” (Babitz, 2003, p.10). As some community
colleges mature and meet with greater success, they are the subjects of an increased
number of research studies (Hauenstein, 2010). The expanding knowledge is beneficial,
but there is still limited information on best practices for community college foundation
systems or if the current state-level system foundations led by vice presidents of
institutional advancement are having a significant impact on the myriad of individual
community colleges within their states from increased fundraising in the private sector.
The problem leading to this study is the lack of understanding of which fundraising
organizational structures lead to the greatest success in terms of private funds raised by
community colleges of various sizes and resources, and the lack of funding to hire an
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experienced professional staff to oversee community college foundations or institutional
advancement offices.
Purpose of the Study
This research examined the multi-year trends of public community colleges in the
states of Virginia and Maryland that have participated in the Voluntary Support for
Education (VSE) survey between the years of 2007-2012. The VSE survey was created
by the Council for the Aid to Education (CAE) over 50 years ago and is considered by
some to be the national source of authority for information on private giving in higher
education and private K-12 schools. According to the (CAE), they consistently capture
about 85 % of the total voluntary support to colleges and universities in the United States
(Council to Aid for Education, n.d.).
Today the survey is conducted entirely online with approximately one quarter of
the nation’s 4,000 institutions of higher education completing a survey annually. The
data collected includes the source of gifts, the purposes for which they were given, and
the size of the contributions. Questions about enrollment, expenditures, and endowment
enables researchers to use the data to control for size of the institution when conducting
comparative research (Hauenstein, 2010). The state of Virginia established a state-level
system foundation that works with the 23 individual 2-year colleges in the state. The vice
president for institutional advancement does not require each college in the system to
participate in the VSE, but they encourage them to participate each year. The state of
Maryland does not have a state-level system foundation to work with the state’s 16
community colleges, which means the individual college foundations do not have a vice
president of institutional advancement to help guide their efforts. Because of their similar
7

makeup from a geographic and economic stand point, the states of Virginia and Maryland
were suggested for this study by the current executive director of the Council for
Resource Development, who oversees the VSE survey each year.
The purpose of this study was limited in scope, but could be the foundation for
a broader framework of study to determine the fundraising significance and
impact of state-level system community college foundations and the vice presidents of
institutional advancement that lead them. This research attempted to build on the
findings of Hauenstein (2010) who began developing a strategic fund raising theory for
small public community colleges. Hauenstein’s study explored how institutions
determine fund raising goals and isolated how methods and circumstances can vary
depending upon institutional size and geographic location. In his study, he developed a
fundraising model to use as a basis for prediction and additional research. Conclusions
from the study suggested that community college foundations should hire permanent and,
ideally, fulltime leadership. For this study the permanent fulltime leadership theory was
tested by looking for significant differences in the areas of total dollars raised, restricted
gifts, unrestricted gifts, alumni support, non-alumni support, and total endowment, as
reported to the VSE, from a community college system foundation that has permanent
and fulltime leadership from a vice president of institutional advancement when
compared to a state which does not have a state-system foundation vice president of
institutional advancement.
Research Questions
Are there multi-year trends, over a 5-year period, that would suggest that states
with established state-level system foundations, led by a vice president for institutional
8

advancement, supporting the fundraising efforts of the urban, suburban, and rural
community colleges within their state significantly raise more annual support, through
private giving, than those states that have individual community college foundations
working independently from state-level oversight?
The research questions guiding this study were as follows:
1. Is there a significant difference in total dollars raised between community
colleges in a state with a state-level system foundation led by a vice
president for institutional advancement and those in a state without a statelevel system foundation led by a vice president for institutional
advancement?
2. Is there a significant difference in restricted gifts raised between
community colleges in a state with a state-level system foundation led by a
vice president for institutional advancement and those in a state without a
state level system foundation led by a vice president for institutional
advancement?
3. Is there a significant difference in unrestricted gifts raised between
community colleges in a state with a state-level system foundation led by a
vice president for institutional advancement and those in a state without a
state-level system foundation led by a vice president for institutional
advancement?
4. Is there a significant difference in alumni support between community
colleges in a state with a state-level system foundation led by a vice
president for institutional advancement and those in a state without a state9

level system foundation led by a vice president for institutional
advancement?
5. Is there a significant difference in non-alumni support between community
colleges in a state with a state-level system foundation led by a vice
president for institutional advancement and those in a state without a statelevel system foundation led by a vice president for institutional
advancement?
6. Is there a significant difference in size of total endowment between
community colleges in states with a state-level system foundation led by a
vice president for institutional advancement and those in a state without a
state-level system foundation led by a vice president for institutional
advancement?
Definition of Key Terms
The terms listed in this section are provided for clarifications and to present a
clear understanding of the use of the terms in this study.
Alumni Development: Services, programs, and connections offered through the
alumni office to alumni of record (Babitz, 2007).
Alumni Support: Individuals who give back to an institution of higher education
that they attended as a student. This can be financial gifts, gifts-in-kind, or
volunteer support (Jenkins & Glass, 2010).
Annual Giving: Any gift, regardless of size, that can be expected to recur on an
annual basis, usually through solicitations by letter or by phone. These
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gifts are primarily unrestricted support for operations and other special
initiatives (Babitz, 2007).
Fundraising (private sector): Programs and approaches for gift solicitation, often
used synonymously with the term development at not for profit
organizations (Jenkins & Glass, 1999).
Grant writing: Is the practice of completing an application process for potential
funding from various institutions including but not limited to a
government department, corporations, foundation or trust (Klingaman,
2012).
Government Relations: The process of influencing public and government support
at all levels: federal, state, and local on behalf of the organization
represented (Klingaman, 2012).
Institutional Advancement: In higher education it is n office or division within the
college which usually includes the following functions: public relations,
alumni relations, government relations, annual giving, major gifts and
planned giving (Babitz, 2007).
Major Gift: This is a gift significantly above the donor’s normal level of annual
support. A major gift can be outright, a multi-year pledge, a planned gift,
or some combination thereof (Babitz, 2007).
Non-Alumni Support: These are gifts of support from individuals who did not
attend the institution of higher education that they are financially
supporting (Klingamin, 2012).
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Planned Gift: These are major gifts that incorporate some element of deferred
transfer of assets, like a life income trust, a charitable remainder trust, or a
bequest in a last will and testament (Jenkins & Glass, 1999).
Restricted Gift: A gift that cannot be used for general purposes. The donor has
earmarked the gift for a particular area(s) to support the institution
(Jenkins & Glass, 2010).
State Level Community College System Foundation: Organized to raise private
dollars for the state-system. They can also support individual community
colleges in the following areas: staff and board development, fundraising
tools, campaign feasibility studies, best practice resources, and other
capacity-building services and support (Klingaman, 2012).
Total Dollars Raised: The amount of money given directly to an institution during
an established period of time (Klingaman, 2012)
Total Endowment: The amount of money that an institution has acquired and
invested so that only the earnings from the established endowment can be
used (Babitz, 2007).
Unrestricted gift: A gift given to an institution that has no restrictions for use.
The organization can use the financial support as they see fit without
donor restriction (Babitz, 2007).
Vice President for Institutional Advancement: Serves as the chief officer of the
foundation and leads the office of institutional advancement. The
executive needs to be extremely skilled in the five common areas of
institutional advancement. They included private fundraising, alumni
12

development, entrepreneurial partnerships, legislative relations, grant
writing, and building close profitable relationships with the organizations
key constituents (Babitz, 2007).
Conceptual Framework of the Study
In terms of research by scholars and for an institution’s own needs, how best can
one conceptualize and analyze college fundraising effectiveness? The Council for Aid to
Education (CAE) provides one instrument, the VSE, which offers both researchers and
practitioners with a means for effective institutional comparisons. Some research is done
using tax forms that provide general information regarding fund raising activity, but they
do no not offer the data points and means of comparison available through the VSE
(Hauenstein, 2010).
VSE Data Miner is a web-based service that provides those who subscribe with
interactive access to 300 data variables about private giving to higher education and
private K-12 institutions in the United States collected annually. The data variables
include total giving, alumni participation, planned giving, capital purposes and current
operations gifts. Ten years worth of survey data are available to those with a VSE
subscription. This allows researchers and practitioners to examine multi-year trends, and
to make institution-to-institution comparison and reviews (Hauenstein, 2010). For the
purpose of this study the researcher is only comparing total giving, restricted gifts,
unrestricted gifts, alumni giving, non-alumni giving and total endowed funds.

13

Theoretical Framework of the Study
It seems the majority of the research and literature related to fund raising in higher
education was focused primarily on 4-year institutions with formalized foundation offices
that have had time to establish a history of philanthropic activities (Keener, Carrier, &
Meders 2002). Experts in the field argue that a number of 2-year colleges have modeled
themselves after these well-established foundation offices with adequate human
resources, large endowments, and active alumni programs, all of which are
uncharacteristic of most community college foundation offices (Keener, 2002).
It is believed that the first person to provide research on private community
colleges was F. H. Bremer, whose study focused on the essential elements necessary to
garner private financial support for private junior colleges. The findings from this
research were reported in 1965 at the University of Texas as cited in (Clements, 1990).
Other research that followed focused on a variety of factors in the community college
fundraising sector, including the role of foundations, the trustees, the president, and the
staff. It seems, that the majority of the research has focused on determining effectiveness
and success of fundraising efforts. It is difficult to find research that has determined
individual indicators that might identify successful strategies for rural, suburban, and
urban community college fundraising, such as guidance from a state- level system
community college foundation. The majority of the research only looks at the staffing
and procedures of individual community colleges from various states.
According to recent research, the future integrity of many community colleges in
the United States, especially small, 2-year public colleges may be at risk because of a
lack of effective fundraising, which will be needed to supplement and help offset
14

declining public support for higher education at large, and by the failure of institutions to
integrate fund raising goals and strategies into institutional strategic planning
(Hauenstein, 2010). In a dissertation, and later a published article entitled, Development
of strategic fund raising theory for small, 2-year public colleges (Hauenstein, 2010) used
surveys and follow-up interviews to evaluate fundraising at 31 small, 2-year public
colleges to determine what methods and circumstances are most likely to result in an
institution showing positive and sustainable revenues as a direct result of organized fund
raising efforts. This particular study explored how institutions determine fund raising
goals and isolated how methods and circumstances can vary depending upon institutional
size and geographic location. The researcher developed a fund raising model to use as a
basis for prediction and additional research. Conclusions from this study suggested that
community college foundations should hire permanent and ideally fulltime leadership.
They went on to suggest that community college presidents who believe their institutions
are too small for full-time leadership should consider options like an alumni association.
Probably the most important implications from this study include the following. Fund
raising effectiveness is based on permanent foundation leadership. They also suggest
operational funding discussions should take place during strategic-planning sessions
including the discussion of fundraising objectives based on assessment of needs, and
evaluation of cost and outcomes against pre-established goals (Hauenstein, 2010).
Fundraising questions and methods have also been explored by using
organizational theory. Contemporary discussions of organizational effectiveness point to
the importance of examining an organization’s performance as part of an entire system,
rather than a function of isolated factors (Carrier, 2002).
15

Research following the organizational effectiveness theory at community college
state-level system foundations and their ability to significantly affect fund raising at
individual community colleges, instead of letting them function in isolation within their
state does not currently exist.
Delimitations
This research was conducted with the following delimitations:
1. The population of this study is a limited to 2-year public community
colleges in the states of Virginia and Maryland that participated in the
VSE survey from 2007-2012.
2. Each individual community college within the states of Virginia and
Maryland did not complete the survey consistently over the 5-year period
to be reviewed.
3. The permanent vice president for advancement position for the Virginia
state-level system foundation may not have been established long enough
to impact a significant change in fundraising.
Significance of the Study
The VSE, makes it possible to compare community colleges within the same state
and similar states in fund raising success, in total funds raised and designation. Within
these numbers, researchers identify community colleges that are successful in fund
raising in particular areas that can offer additional variables to institutional samples
unlike using only IRS data (Reeves, 2004). For example the VSE provides statistics that
include grand totals as well as number of donors, restricted giving, unrestricted giving,
16

capital gifts, and overall foundation totals. Donor totals refer to information such as the
number of people who gave within a fiscal year (Milshtein, 2010).
Having the ability to collect totals over a specific number of fiscal years also
makes it possible to identify schools that have succeeded in more than a single year. It
can help to clarify whether the fund raising program is doing well because it is fortunate
or effective (Pickett, 1977). It could also be possible to find community colleges within
the two states that show improvement during the years of completing the survey. This
fact should allow the study to gather the annual numbers and calculate averages for not
only the overall totals, but also the specific categories mentioned earlier. This
information could help colleges recognize the years in which there was a spike in the
numbers due to a single gift. Looking at these totals and then averaging them could
produce the ability to identify colleges as established fund raising programs over multiple
years, and speculate whether or not having a state-level system foundation, led by a vice
president for institutional advancement, played a significant role in the fund raising
success.

17

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Introduction
Recognizing that community college fund raising is still small in terms of relative
impact, the Ford Foundation funded a study in 2004 to explore how Americans perceive
community colleges and how more support could be raised for these vital institutions.
Entitled Expanding Opportunity, the study recommends that “communications to support
community colleges need to aim first at increasing awareness of the urgent need for more
funding for community colleges, then to identify, enlighten and fire up the natural allies”
(Ryan & Palmer, 2005, p. 45).
Given the lack of long-standing programs and active research protocols in
community college fundraising, the relatively new advancement programs, might be wise
to study further the lessons learned by the foundations of large 4-year public universities,
as well as the professional schools within these universities that do not follow just the
alumni focus method of major gift fund raising. There seems to be a healthy debate
within the community college fundraising circles as to which approach works best
(Vaughn, 2006).
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History of Institutional Advancement in Higher Education
The concept of institutional advancement (higher education philanthropy) has
actually been around for many centuries. Early examples of educational philanthropy
begin with Cimon the Greek philanthropist who supported the Academy of Socrates and
Plato as well as Alexander the Great’s assistance in opening Aristotle’s Lyceum through
his financial support (Bremmer, 1996). In America, the history of higher education
philanthropy leads back to medieval universities in 12th Century Europe. Founders of
these institutions were expected to solicit donor prospects for money and resources for
college operations. Research also shows that wealthy individuals established
endowments to support the universities of Paris, Oxford and Cambridge. The idea of the
chief faculty member (president) raising funds for the institution was transferred to the
early colonial American colleges as well (Curti & Nash, 1965).
The first president of Harvard College, Henry Dunster, listed generating resources
as part of his duties. While the first solicitation for Harvard College in 1641 is cited as
the beginning of fundraising in this country, Kelly (1998) pointed out that the extent of
formal fundraising is many times exaggerated and can give a wrong impression that our
oldest institutions of higher education ran on private funds primarily. Some scholars also
argue against thinking that fund raising began in the 1600s stating that most early schools
received primarily government funds and taxes. The 20th Century actually ushered in a
professional process for fundraising (Cutlip, 1990).
Other historical records note that Williams College established the first alumni
association in 1821, and in 1823 Brown University established the first alumni fund.
However, it was not until 1897 that the University of Michigan, a public institution,
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began formally building an alumni association. This difference in organizational
behavior between public and private institutions can be found throughout fund raising
history (Cutlip, 1990).
Also, according to scholars, the first successful institutional advancement fund
raiser for higher education was the episcopal bishop William Lawrence. As the president
of the Harvard Alumni association, in 1905, he raised more than $2 million for Harvard,
while also laeding a drive at Wellesley College that brought in nearly $2 million. The
first capital campaign of record, was led by Charles Sumner Ward and Lyman L. Pierce
for the YMCA that raised about $ 60 million for the organization (Curti & Nash, 1965;
Cutlip,1990; Fisher, 1989;).
Even with this reported progress, fewer than 50% of colleges and universities had
alumni funds in place by 1936, according to Kelly (1998), “apart from a few exceptions
related to annual giving the first full-time staff fundraisers did not appear on the scene
until the late 1940’s” (p. 149). Fundraisers were first employed by private universities no
public. By 1970, only 25% of institutions of higher education had established a focused
fund raising arm of their organizations, and most of these were primarily private
institutions (Brittingham & Pezzulo, 1990). The Association of Alumni Secretaries
(AAS) was formed in 1912 by 23 men who had been employed by universities to focus
on organizing former students as activists for their colleges. Very few in this original
group had any fund raising duties on their job descriptions. Only one-fifth of the
membership were actual fundraisers when they were surveyed in 1938 (Brittingham &
Pezzulo, 1990).
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In the Spring of 1958, American Public Relations Association (ACPRA) and the
American Alumni Council (AAC) met at the Greenbrier Hotel in White Springs,
Virginia. They met to discuss the importance of institutional advancement and the
importance of coordination in the areas of fundraising, public relations, alumni relations.
The AAC and ACPRA merged to form the Council for Advancement and Support of
Education (CASE) by 1974. CASE began to bring together more formally the
organizational functions of public relations, publications, fund raising, and alumni
relations a department of division of institutional advancement. Not until 2011 did CASE
establish the Case Center for Community College Advancement with a director and
resources dedicated to strengthening CASE’s commitment to community college
advancement programs (Council for Aid to Education, 2009).
Historically, community colleges have not been heavy solicitors of alumni or
other organizations, but some did more in that direction with some success (Kopeck,
1983). The larger-scale, organized, external fund raising that began to take hold at some
community colleges started with the passing of the 1965 Higher Education Act and the
federal funding opportunities that it offered (Adams, Kenner, & McGee, 1994).
Community colleges began by focusing on the sources of external federal support offered
through grants and contract competitions (Lovell, 2001).
In the mid 1970’s some colleges began adapting the university and liberal arts
college model of engaging other external contributions for private gifts by forming
foundations (Adams etal., 1994). Most of the literature argues that forming educational
foundations for raising and allocating private funds have a legitimate place in the
community college. A foundation staff can assist a college in charting its growth,
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anticipating future opportunities, and meeting the needs of the internal and external
constituents of the community colleges (Lovell, 2001).
In recent years some community colleges have established foundations that
promote and facilitate corporate, alumni, and other private funding. According to
Vaughn (2006) a foundation is incorporated under appropriate state law to qualify for
federal tax-exempt status. This allows the foundation flexibility to provide an avenue for
the community college to expand and appropriately receive private funds to enhance the
levels of funding provided by public funds.
The very first community college foundation may actually date back to as far as
1922 at Long Beach City College. A few foundations were established between the
1940s and the 1950s, but the majority began after the late 1960s (Robinson, 1984).
As the missions of community colleges began to broaden in the 1970’s, so did the
variations of fundraising practices and strategies. As stated earlier, practices adapted by
four-year colleges and universities were being attempted at community colleges. Annual
fund drives, planned giving and deferred giving, capital campaigns, special events,
business partnerships, and grants acquisitions were all undertaken at some level (Lovell,
2001).
The conventional wisdom at many community colleges has been to forgo seeking
alumni dollars because it is a not a good use of time and money (Adams, etal.,1994).
Many fundraisers of 2-year colleges concede that their most prosperous graduates—
typically those who go on to 4-year institutions—are often difficult to solicit because
their loyalty resides with the places that gave them their most advanced degrees.
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Professional consultants to community colleges differ on the alumni solicitation
debate as well. But most agree that alumni could have a useful role to play, and attempts
to seek their support should be considered in a fundraising strategy. However, the
consultants add that if a community college foundation begins a fundraising solicitation
program geared to alumni, the foundation must be able to sustain a return on the
investment (Summers, 2006).
In addition to establishing a foundation and building alumni support programs, it
is also important that community colleges increase public awareness at the local, state,
and national levels. Through a focused public relations campaign, community colleges
can move past traditional lobbying through a government affairs office for much needed
government appropriations (Ryan & Palmer, 2005). According to Robinson (1984),
community college leaders can expand their institutional revenue base beyond tuition and
government tax support, with a focused institutional advancement office working from
the same page and providing a clear road map to soliciting external funds. Because most
community colleges will have only one or two members trying to handle all of these
tasks, the president should hire advancement professionals with ability to work
effectively with a constituency, as well as experience working with faculty, staff, and all
essential members of the community college community that will have impact on the
schools fundraising efforts.
There are several steps to consider when establishing a foundation. In The
Community College Foundation and Guide (Anderson & Snyder, 1993) recommend that
community colleges work with an attorney when establishing articles of incorporation
and by-laws. The next steps will include: (1) building tax exempt status for the
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foundation; (2) securing a license for charitable solicitation from the state attorney
general’s office; (3) putting together information for prospective donors; (4) including the
college board of trustees when choosing the foundation board members; and (5) outlining
the fundraising strategy (Anderson & Snyder,1993).
When established, community college foundations at the local and state level play
an essential role in the future of community colleges. In their efforts to secure private
financial support, they also exist to bring together and formalize the relationship between
the institution and the communities they serve. Details in the organization and the
fundraising strategies of the foundation are important, yet more critical are the human
factors: the establishment of mutual relationships with individuals and businesses, the
appropriate recognition of contributions, and the advancement of positive perceptions of
the college in the community (Babitz, 2003).
Babitz (2003) also argues that community colleges must recruit development
professionals specifically trained in both the technical aspects and the human factors of
fundraising, which are essential for these 2-year institutions to build on the history of
their foundations in the future and to narrow the gap in higher education fundraising.
Research on Community College Fundraising Effectiveness
Past studies in the literature bring valuable insight into what worked effectively in
community college fundraising success over the years. Some of the studies assessing
fundraising effectiveness at different types of institutions of higher education have
explored intrinsic factors such as enrollment, staffing, and the different types of gifts
related to the mission of the institution itself (Gatewood 1994; Hunter, 1988; Miller,
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1997). Extrinsic factors, those related to the environment and demographics of the area
that the institution serves can be found often in the literature
(Clements, 1990; Gatewood, 1994).
Some experts believe that one of the earliest baseline national studies of
fundraising effectiveness of college foundations was conducted by Pickett (1977), who
looked at fundraising results of 184 institutions. He compared results with potential in
order to control for what he considered the differences between an effective college and a
fortunate one. Pickett felt a college could be fortunate in gaining funds through no effort
of its own. He defined potential as a combination of the financial resources available in
the colleges’ geographical environment and the access the college had to these resources.
He attempted to identify key variables that could be used to predict institutional fund
raising potential. Using a multiple-regression equation based on the following eight
institutional characteristics, a predictive formula was developed.
1. In-state enrollment
2. Cost of attendance
3. Graduate school attendance of alumni
4. Age of college
5. Value of endowment
6. Federal research and development support
7. Tenure of president
8. Headcount enrollment. (Pickett, 1977, p 15)
Pickett’s study focused on four-year liberal arts colleges, but his approach of
comparing fundraising potential to fundraising results as a way to determine success has
25

been adopted by some of the successive researchers in their assessments of fundraising in
4-year colleges, church-related colleges, libraries, and community colleges (Clements,
1990). However, in a review of the literature since Pickett, there is a great deal of
variability in the factors identified as significant in determining levels of fundraising
success, regardless of the type of institution studied (Loessin & Duronio, 1993).
Studies focusing on 4-year colleges (Pavlovich, 1993) tended to view factors such
as the number and affluence of alumni, size of colleges, SAT scores of students, size of
endowment, and federal support for research and development as key factors in
determining fundraising potential. Pickett (1977), in measuring a college’s access to
private resources, identified factors such as cost of attendance, graduate school alumni
attendances, and value of endowment. A different study of 4-year colleges by Pavlovich
(1993), found that variables such as average SAT scores, institutional type, and size of
endowment accounted for more variances in giving potential for these colleges. One of
his findings was that colleges interested in improving fund raising potential should
increase endowment size and admissions selectivity and attract students from higher
socio-economic backgrounds. These studies of 4-year colleges focus more on factors of
selectivity in assessing potential and access to potential admissions selectivity, factors
which are obviously not as applicable to community colleges.
While there is variability among factors identified as important in determining
fundraising success, some commonality can be seen, regardless of the type of institution
studied. These types of factors include the level of maturity of the foundation
(Gatewood, 1994; Hunter, 1987); its size (Barnett, 2002; Loessin & Duronio, 1993); its
use of funds (Clements, 1990); the demographics of the college’s service area
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(Gatewood, 1994; Miller, 1997); and characteristics and levels of involvement of the
college’s president, chief advancement officer, trustees, and foundation directors
(Eldridge, 1999).
Research focusing on community college fundraising placed at least some
emphasis on the demographics of the college’s service area as an important determinant
of a foundation’s potential to obtain resources and its access to these resources. These
studies (Gatewood, 1994; Jenkins, 1999) found that factors such as population,
unemployment rates, geographic location, and the wealth of the foundation were closely
related to fundraising potential and success of the foundation.
Another factor of success in the literature associated with community colleges
was community partnerships, especially with business and industry located in the
college’s service area (Hunter, 1988; Miller, 1997). These partnerships were found to be
important predictors of fundraising potential and access to that potential for community
colleges. Hunter (1988) found that successful fundraising had a high degree of
dependence on support from business and industry located in the college’s service area.
She also noted that significant support from individuals did not come from alumni.
Miller (1997) also found that strong community partnerships and strong communications
with stakeholders were important determinants of fundraising success.
Who Should Lead the Fundraising Effort for Community Colleges?
There is no argument that the president of the community college should be the
chief fundraiser (Richardson & Santos, 2001). If colleges are to realize the full potential
of their ability to raise private gifts, the president must be willing to devote a great deal of
his or her time – much of it off campus – to developing and sustaining relationships with
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major donor prospects. Although some of this time will be devoted to soliciting gifts, the
president should also seek out capable and influential community leaders for membership
on the foundation board. This external work is sometime viewed negatively by some
faculty and staff members, and even some trustees, who expect the president to devote
more time to internal academic matters (Vaughn, 2006). But this traditional, academic
view of presidential leadership must give way to a new outward-looking paradigm if
colleges are to substantially increase revenue streams beyond tuition and government tax
dollars.
A president cannot do this essential work alone. A suggested move would be for
the president to hire a seasoned fundraising professional to serve as vice president for
institutional advancement. The vice president for institutional advancement at a
community college should possess the capability to assess the political and economic
environment at the local, state, and national environment; be able to identify such
external factors in these environments that may have a significant impact on the
institution that he or she is serving and advise the president (Richardson & Santos, 2001).
What Organizational Structure Works Best for Community Colleges?
According to Vaughn (2006), fund development, government relations, public
relations, and alumni affairs generally fell within the responsibility of the president of the
college. These functions or operations were located in the presidential office area. The
responsibilities were not focused functions of the office, but intertwined with other unrelated responsibilities, until around the late 1960s and early 70’s when these areas
became too important to the future success of the institutions not to be more formalized
(Vaughn, 2006). A whole new division began to encompass these functions at some
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community colleges and state-level systems, and came to be referred to as institutional
advancement. Institutional advancement is defined as a series of activities that promote
the college, which typically include alumni relations, public relations, communications,
and development or fund raising. Student recruitment, or enrollment management, and
government relations are sometimes included (Worth, 1993).
The literature (Klingaman, 2012) does support the need for community colleges to
establish 501(c)(3) foundations to accept gifts. This is the first step to begin building a
successful fundraising program that requires community colleges to pursue broad-based
support from friends, industry and alumni. Again, the majority of community colleges
came late to forming foundations for fundraising and late to forming alumni
organizations. And their public relations and government affairs offices traditionally do
not worked together to form a unified message and image to external constituencies
(Kopeck, 1983).
There is not sufficient research to determine one best organizational structure for
all community colleges, realizing too that all community college advancement programs
will not and should not look exactly the same. Variations of the model should be
expected and tailored for best institutional fit (Klingaman, 2012).
However, reports in the literature suggest that community colleges might consider
combining the offices of development, public relations, alumni relations, and
governmental relations under one division that reports to a single vice president of
institutional advancement (Ryan, 2005). Knowing this, the community college should
consider creating a department or division of institutional advancement if they have not
done so already. Each person heading up the above mentioned offices should report
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directly to the vice president for institutional advancement, who has a direct report to the
president. The objective of the division would be to advance the colleges institutional
and fund raising agenda, and for disseminating information to a variety of governmental,
university and community constituencies including faculty, staff, students, alumni,
community groups, public officials and educational organizations (Katsinas, 2004). One
consulting firm, which primarily works with community colleges, promotes this model as
well. They state that institutional advancement is:
…the management of affiliated programs and functions of the college that
consistently position the institution with its various constituencies—which
include: marketing, fundraising, public relations, publications, alumni relations,
recruiting image, legislative relations, special event, etc. (Clements Group, n.d.)
According to Babitz (2007), the creation of this organizational structure will not
be easy. Most community colleges are not structured this way and it can be difficult to
realign offices and reporting lines when employees are comfortable with their current
work structure, especially if it has been in place for many years. And obviously not all
community colleges have the same capacity to invest in staffing an office of institutional
advancement with a sharp focus on raising external funds. It is believed that with the
right leadership (Klingaman, 2012) all colleges have some capacity to solicit private
dollars of support. Success depends on the extent to which fundraising is valued as part
of the colleges’s overall community relations effort, the way in which fund raising efforts
are coordinated, and the investment used to ensure strategies on investment returns as a
division of institutional advancement is created (Adams, etal., 1994). An example of
direct correlation between increasing the size of and resources of an advancement staff
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can be in examples form senior colleges. “Among the 10 public research universities that
raised the most private donations in 2007, most had expanded their fund raising staffs by
at least 25 percent in five years” (Klingaman, 2012 p. 200.).
A majority of community colleges now have foundations (Jenkins & Glass, 1999)
to raise private dollars from individuals, businesses, and foundations. However, rural
community colleges. Across the country, have difficulty successfully fund raising in their
low-income communities. Most urban community colleges, in contrast, are better
situated to approach industry and corporations in their districts that rely on the schools for
work force training in many cases. This would be a rare occurrence in rural
communities. Even in rural communities with large branch plants, decisions about
corporate giving typically are made at headquarters in distant cities (Toner, 2010).
Rural community and economic development efforts could benefit tremendously
if special funds were available to finance innovative initiatives and start new programs of
study. Such up-front funding would enable colleges to plan and implement new
programs that could foster local economic development (Rossler, Katsinas, & Hardy,
2009). Recent reports recommend that state boards or other state-level agencies should
have discretionary funds for targeting special opportunities identified by community
colleges in low-wealth rural areas. Other articles point out that in addition to this, rural
colleges need to become more entrepreneurial at seeking federal grants and private
philanthropic dollars for new programs (Lanning, 2009).
However, the majority of rural community colleges cannot afford to employ a full
time fundraiser or grant writer to keep abreast of new funding opportunities, but some
have been successful nonetheless at winning competitive grants. This is a major problem
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which has caused more leaders in the community college ranks to implore that state
community college systems should begin to do all that they can to assist all 2-year
colleges, but especially rural colleges in seizing new opportunities (Toner, 2010). Simple
strategies include offering professional development on grant writing for community
college staff and keeping colleges informed about grant opportunities. Another approach
would be for state-level community college systems to provide consortia of rural colleges
with staff support to identify and compete for grants. In addition, state-level systems
could establish a competitive matching fund account that would be available to rural
community colleges for grant opportunities that require a local match (Toner, 2010).
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METHODOLOGY

Introduction
This chapter will include a description of the methodology to be used in this
study. It is divided into different sections consisting of the following: Introduction,
Research Design, Research Question, Identification of the Population, Instrumentation,
Data Collection, Data Analysis, and Summary. This quantitative study used data
collected over a 5-year period by the CAE through its annual VSE survey. This webbased survey (online) collects data about private giving to education. Offered only to
subscribers, researchers have access to 5 years’ worth of survey data, and will be able to
survey data and examine multi-year trends in fund raising, to graph and chart data, which
will allow comparisons of institution-to-institution inside each state and from one state to
the other in the areas of total dollars raised, restricted gifts, unrestricted gifts, alumni
support, non-alumni support and total size of each colleges endowment.
Research Design
This study focused only on data reported by community colleges in the states of
Maryland and Virginia. As stated earlier, the state of Virginia established a state-level
foundation that works with the 23 individual 2-year colleges in the state. They also
encourage them to participate in the VSE each year. The state of Maryland does not have
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a state-level system foundation, so the individual college foundations work
independently. These two states were suggested for this study by the current executive
director of the Council for Resource Development, who oversees the VSE survey each
year, because of their similar makeup geographically and economically.
Research Questions
Can we find multi-year trends that would suggest that states that employ a state
level foundation with a vice president of institutional (or equivalent) to support the urban,
suburban, and rural colleges within their state actually raise more annual support than
those states that do not employ a similar structure? The research questions guiding this
study are as follows:
1. Is there a significant difference in total dollars raised between community
colleges in a state with a state-level system foundation led by a vice
president for institutional advancement and those in a state without a statelevel system foundation led by a vice president for institutional
advancement?
2. Is there a significant difference in restricted gifts raised between
community colleges in a state with a state-level system foundation led by a
vice president for institutional advancement and those in a state without a
state-level system foundation led by a vice president for institutional
advancement?
3. Is there a significant increase in unrestricted gifts raised between
community colleges in a state with a state-level system foundation led by a
vice president for institutional advancement and those in a state without a
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state-level system foundation led by a vice president for institutional
advancement?
4. Is there a significant difference in alumni support between community
colleges in a state with a state-level system foundation led by a vice
president for institutional advancement and those in a state without a statelevel system foundation led by a vice president for institutional
advancement?
5. Is there a significant difference in non-alumni support between community
colleges in a state with a state-level system foundation led by a vice
president for institutional advancement and those in a state without a statelevel system foundation led by a vice president for institutional
advancement?
6. Is there a significant difference in size of total endowment between
community colleges in a state with a state-level system foundation led by a
vice president for institutional advancement and those in a state without a
state-level system foundation led by a vice president for institutional
advancement?
Identification of the Population
The population of the study consists of 39 community colleges from two states.
Twenty-three of the community colleges are located in the state of Virginia and 16 are
located in the state of Maryland. These states were chosen because of their similarities
geographically and economically as well as the variations in their state-level system
structure.
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The VCCS oversee a network of 23 community colleges in Virginia, which serve
residents of Virginia and provide 2-year degrees and various specialty training and
certifications. In 2006, the VCC's annual enrollment rate topped 233,000 students. The
VCCS also had an additional 170,000 students in workforce development services and
customized noncredit courses. The VCCS has a state-level system foundation, which
assists each community college with their institutional advancement efforts.
According to their website, The Maryland Association of Community Colleges
(MACC) describes their organization as the voice and advocate for Maryland’s 16
community colleges and a resource for their member institutions. Founded in 1992, the
MACC represents all 16 of Maryland's 2-year public higher education institutions.
MACC is a voluntary, non-profit organization governed by a 32 member Board of
Directors composed of the president and one designated trustee from each member
college. MACC's annual budget is established by the Board of Directors and funded from
a yearly dues assessment of the member colleges.
MACC is a working partnership between the Annapolis-based professional staff
and the leadership of the community colleges. The MACC does not have a state-level
system foundation to assist each college in institutional advancement. The individual
foundations of each college did create the Maryland Community College Fundraising
Professionals (MCCFP) in order to share best practices.
Instrumentation
For this study the VSE Data Miner was the most logical source for comparative
data. As mentioned earlier, data collected by the VSE survey has a solid history of being
used for comparison and research in higher education studies. By using VSE Data Miner,
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it is possible to measure community colleges within the same state and comparable states
against each other not only in terms of their overall numbers, but also their ability to
secure certain types of gifts compared to their difficulty procuring others. For this study,
the VSE will provided a five-year review and comparison of fund raising statistics
collected between 2007-2012 from the community colleges located in the state of
Virginia and the state of Maryland.
The VSE data miner software was able to produce the needed data to compare the
Virginia and Maryland community college systems in total dollars raised, restricted gifts
raised, unrestricted gifts raised, level of alumni support, level of non-alumni support and
the total endowment size of each college. This information assisted the researcher in
examining multi-year trends in Virginia, a state that has a state-level foundation led by a
vice president of institutional advancement that works with the individual community
college foundations within Virginia, and Maryland, a state where the individual
community college foundations work independently without a state-level system
foundation overseeing or assisting their efforts.
The Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects at
Mississippi State University determined that this study does not meet the regulatory
definitions of human subjects research, therefore HRPP approval was not required
(Apendix A).
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RESULTS OF THE STUDY

Introduction
The purpose of this study was limited in scope, but could be the foundation for a
broader framework of study to determine the fundraising significance and impact of statelevel system community college foundations and the vice presidents of institutional
advancement that lead them.
The increased focus on private fund raising poses challenges for community
colleges in every state, whether they are urban, suburban, or rural, and each have unique
and different challenges (Jackson & Glass, 2000). Establishing state-level system
community college foundations or empowering the ones in existence might be the best
way to address the individual fundraising needs of a state’s diverse community college
system. It seems logical that having a very experienced vice president for institutional
advancement at the state-level system foundation is the best way for America’s
community colleges to catch up in the aggressive world of major gift fundraising. One
way to begin exploring this theory was to compare the community college fundraising
programs of two states with similar demographics. In other words, examine the multiyear fundraising trends in a state that has a state-level system foundation led by a vice
president for institutional advancement as compared to another state without a state-level
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system foundation where the individual community college foundations work
independently without the leadership of a vice president for institutional advancement.
This research examined the multi-year trends of public community colleges in the
states of Virginia and Maryland that have participated in the VSE survey between the
years of 2007-2012. The VSE survey was created by the Council for the Aid to
Education over 50 years ago and is considered by some to be the national source of
authority for information on private giving in higher education and private K-12 schools.
According to the (CAE) they consistently capture about 85 % of the total voluntary
support to colleges and universities in the United States (Council for Aid to Education,
n.d.).
Today the survey is conducted entirely online and about a quarter of the nation’s
4,000 institutions of higher education and about 250 pre-collegiate institutions fill out a
survey each year. The survey collects data about charitable support, such as the source of
gifts, the purposes for which they are earmarked, and the size of the largest gifts.
Questions about enrollment, expenditures, and endowment enables researchers to use the
data to control for size of the institution when conducting comparative research
(Hauenstein, 2010). The state of Virginia established a state-level system foundation that
works with the 23 individual 2-year colleges in the state. The vice president for
institutional advancement does not require each college in the system to participate in the
VSE, but they encourage them to participate each year. The state of Maryland does not
have a state-level system foundation to work with the state’s 16 community colleges,
which means the individual college foundations do not have a vice president of
institutional advancement to help guide their efforts. Because of their similar makeup
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from a geographic and economic stand point, the states of Virginia and Maryland were
suggested for this study by the current executive director of the Council for Resource
Development, who oversees the VSE survey each year.
Independent samples t-tests were performed to determine if the mean difference
on a particular group characteristic was statically significant for the dependent variable.
The following section presents the results of the independent sample t-tests by each
independent variable analyzed. The questions in the evaluation are addressed
individually and as a whole. Tabular as well as narrative analyses are provided.
Examination of Research Question 1
The first research question was the following: Is there a significant difference in
total dollars raised between community colleges in a state with a state-level system
foundation led by a vice president for institutional advancement and those in a state
without a state-level system foundation led by a vice president for institutional
advancement?
An independent samples t-test (Table 1) was conducted to determine if there is a
significant difference in the dollars raised between colleges in a state with a state-level
system foundation led by a vice president for institutional advancement and those in a
state-level system foundation without a vice president for institutional advancement.
There was a significant difference in the dollars raised between colleges in a state with a
state-level system foundation led by a vice president for institutional advancement
(M=$963,406, SD=$528,441) and those in a state-level system foundation without a vice
president for institutional advancement (M=$1,595,552, SD=$1,338,664); t (51) = -2.371,
p = 0.022.
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Table 1
Independent Sample t-test of total dollars raised

t-test
N of valid responses

Value

df

Sig. (2 sided)

-2.371

51

.022*

53

* p<.05
From fiscal year end 2007 to fiscal year end 2012, Maryland community colleges,
which are in a state without a state-level system foundation led by a vice president for
institutional advancement, participating in the VSE reported total fundraising dollars of
$36.7 million for an overall average of $6.1 million per year. It should be noted that only
six out of the 16 (38%) colleges reported their figures over that time, and only two (12%)
reported in every year. Using only the colleges reporting, the state averaged total
fundraising of $1.6 million per institution, with the average per college showing a
decrease from $2.1 million in 2007 to $1.2 million in 2012 (42%).
From fiscal year end 2007 to fiscal year end 2012, Virginia Community Colleges,
which are in a state with a state-level system foundation led by a vice president for
institutional advancement, participating in the VSE, reported total fund raising dollars of
$28.9 million for an overall average of $8.3 million per year (Figure 1). It should be
noted that only 10 of its 23 colleges (43%) reported their figures over that time, and only
three (13%) reported every year. Using only the colleges reporting, the state averaged
total fundraising of $.96 million per institution, with the total per college decreasing from
$.2 million in 2007 to $.83million in 2012 (32%).
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Comparing the two state systems from 2007-2012, reveals that both systems
followed a similar pattern in their fundraising totals with each of them experiencing a
drop off in private giving in the middle years, and not really rebounding back to 2007
levels until recently. On average, it appears that community colleges in Maryland are
receiving more gifts per institution in their fundraising programs, as they have been
consistently above Virginia in the amount that the state is raising on average overall and
from the colleges that report their totals. For instance, while neither has a high percentage
of colleges reporting their figures, in 2012 Maryland reported total dollars raised of $5.9
million, while Virginia recorded $7.5 million. However, Maryland only had five colleges
reporting, while Virginia had nine. Based on the number of colleges reporting, Maryland
averaged $1.5 million per school reporting, while Virginia only reported $.9 million.
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Figure 1.

Virginia and Maryland Total Giving 2007-2012.

Examination of Research Question 2:
The second research question was the following: Is there a significant difference
in restricted gifts raised between community colleges in a state with a state level system
foundation led by a vice president for institutional advancement and those in a state
without a state-level system foundation led by a vice president for institutional
advancement?
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An independent samples t-test (Table 2) was conducted to determine if there is a
significant difference in the restricted dollars raised between colleges in a state with a
state-level system foundation led by a vice president for institutional advancement and
those in a state-level system foundation without a vice president for institutional
advancement. There was a significance difference in the restricted dollars raised between
colleges in a state with a state-level system foundation led by a vice president for
institutional advancement (M=$975,351, SD=$501,838) and those in a state-level system
foundation without a vice president for institutional advancement (M=$1,450,955,
SD=$1,304,609); t (51) = -2.468, p = 0.017.
Table 2
Independent Sample t-test

t-test
N of valid responses

Value

df

Sig. (2 sided)

-2.468

51

.017*

53

* p<.05
From fiscal year end 2007 to fiscal year end 2012 (Figure 2), restricted gifts
given to the institutions in Maryland which are without a state-level system foundation
led by a vice president for institutional advancement, showed a general decline. After a
spike in 2008 to over $7.9 million, it trended downward to approximately $5.4 million in
2012, despite the fact that it had five institutions report their results in 2012, compared to
three in 2007. It should be noted that only 6 out of the 16 (38%) colleges reported their
figures over that time, and only 2 (12%) reported in every year.
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From fiscal year end 2007 to fiscal year end 2011, restricted gifts given to the
institutions in Virginia, which has a state-level system foundation led by a system
foundation led by a vice president for institutional advancement, also showed a general
decline. In 2007 and 2008, restricted gifts were over $5.00 million each year, and then
trended downward to approximately $3.07 million in 2011. Virginia reported a sharp
increase in 2012 to $5.04 million as a result of having nine colleges report their results
compared to an average of four from 2007 to 2011. It should be noted that only 6 out of
the 16 (38%) colleges reported their figures over that time, and only 2 (12%) reported in
every year.
Maryland reported a higher amount of restricted gifts than Virginia since 2007, as
that state averaged $5.44 million, compared to Virginia’s average of $3.98 million during
that time. The institutions showed a similar pattern as both generally trended downward
after increases in 2008, only to see a jump in 2012.
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Figure 2.

Virginia and Maryland Restricted Gifts 2007-2012.

Examination of Research Question 3
The third research question was the following: Is there a significant difference in
unrestricted gifts raised between community colleges in a state with a state-level system
foundation led by a vice president for institutional advancement and those in a state
without a state-level system foundation led by a vice president for institutional
advancement?
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An independent samples t-test (Table 3) was conducted to determine if there is a
significant difference in the unrestricted dollars raised between colleges in a state with a
state-level system foundation led by a vice president for institutional advancement and
those in a state-level system foundation without a vice president for institutional
advancement. There was not a significant difference in the unrestricted dollars raised
between colleges in a state with a state-level system foundation led by a vice president
for institutional advancement (M=$168,054, SD=$252,230) and those in a state-level
system foundation without a vice president for institutional advancement (M=$146,797,
SD=$67,185); t (51) = .393, p = .696.
Table 3
Independent sample t-test

t-test
N of valid responses

Value

df

Sig. (2 sided)

.393

51

.696

53

* p<.05
From fiscal year end 2007 to fiscal year end 2012 (Figure 3), unrestricted gifts
given to the institutions in Maryland which, are without a state-level system foundation
led by a vice president for institutional advancement, showed a general decline. After a
spike in 2008 to over $.84 million, it trended downward to $.42 million in 2012, despite
the fact that it had five institutions report their results in 2012, compared to three in 2007.
It should be noted that only 6 out of the 16 (38%) colleges reported their figures over that
time, and only 2 (12%) reported in every year.
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From fiscal year end 2007 to fiscal year end 2011, unrestricted gifts given to the
institutions in Virginia, which has a state-level system foundation led by a system
foundation led by a vice president for institutional advancement also showed a general
decline. After a spike in 2008 to .61 million and 2009 to $.58 million, it trended
downward to less than $.42 million in 2011. It reported a sharp increase in 2012 to $2.45
million as a result of having nine colleges report their results compared to an average of
four from 2007 to 2011. It should be noted that only 6 out of the 16 (38%) colleges
reported their figures over that time, and only 2 (12%) reported in every year.
Virginia reported a slightly higher amount than Maryland in unrestricted gifts
since 2007, with Virginia averaging $.15 million, and Maryland averaging $.13 million
during that time. Virginia’s average was boosted significantly by it performance in 2012
when it reported gifts in the amount of $2.45 million. However, it should be noted that it
benefited from the fact that nine institutions reported that year compared to an average of
four from 2007 to 2011. The institutions showed a similar pattern as both generally
trended downward after increases in 2008, only to see a jump in 2012.
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Figure 3.

Virginia and Maryland Unrestricted Gifts 2007-2012.

Examination of Research Question 4
The fourth research question was the following: Is there a significant difference
in alumni support between community colleges in a state with a state-level system
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foundation led by a vice president for institutional advancement and those in a state
without a state-level system foundation led by a vice president for institutional
advancement?
An independent samples t-test (Table 4) was conducted to determine if there is a
significant difference in alumni support between colleges in a state with a state-level
system foundation led by a vice president for institutional advancement and those in a
state-level system foundation without a vice president for institutional advancement.
There was a significant difference in alumni support between colleges in a state with a
state-level system foundation led by a vice president for institutional advancement
(M=1.5633, SD=1.77346) and those in a state-level system foundation without a vice
president for institutional advancement (M=4.4130, SD=4.12589); t (51)= -3.403, p =
0.001.
Table 4
Independent sample t-test

t-test
N of valid responses

Value

df

Sig. (2 sided)

-3.403

51

.001*

53

* p<.05
From fiscal year end 2007 to fiscal year end 2012 (Figure 4), the mean percentage
of alumni giving to the institutions in Maryland, which are in a state without a state-level
system foundation led by a vice president for institutional advancement, reflected a slight
increase from 3.3% to 5.3%. It should be again noted that only 6 out of the 16 (38%)
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colleges reported their figures over that time, and only 2 (12%) reported in every year. In
addition, Maryland had five institutions report in 2012, compared to three in 2007.
From fiscal year end 2007 to fiscal year end 2012, the mean percentage of alumni
giving to the institutions in Virginia, a state with a state-level system foundation led by a
vice president for institutional advancement, increased significantly from .8% in 2007 to
2.5% in 2012. However, that increase could be attributable to the fact that Virginia had
nine schools participate in 2012, compared to five in 2007. It should be again noted that
only 6 out of the 16 (38%) colleges reported their figures over that time, and only 2(12%)
reported in every year.
Maryland’s alumni giving has been consistently more than double that of
Virginia. In 2007, Maryland reported 3.3% alumni giving and saw that figure reach 5.3%
in 2012. Virginia reported .8% in 2007, and 2.5% in 2012, despite generally having more
participants, including nine in 2012, compared to five for Maryland that year. Maryland
averaged 3.77% since 2007, compared to 1.47% for Virginia.
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Figure 4.

Virginia and Maryland Alumni Support 2007-2012.

Examination of Research Question 5
The fifth research question was the following: Is there a significant difference in
non-alumni support between community colleges in a state with a state-level system
foundation led by a vice president for institutional advancement and those in a state
without a state-level system foundation led by a vice president for institutional
advancement?
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An independent samples t-test (Table 5) was conducted to determine if there is a
significant difference in the non-alumni support between colleges in a state with a statelevel system foundation led by a vice president for institutional advancement and those in
a state-level system foundation without a vice president for institutional advancement.
There was a significant difference in non-alumni support between colleges in a state with
a state-level system foundation led by a vice president for institutional advancement
(M=.5400, SD=.6333) and those in a state-level system foundation without a vice
president for institutional advancement (M=1.0696, SD=.62627); t (51)=-3.032, p =
0.004.
Table 5
Independent sample t-test

t-test
N of valid responses

Value

df

Sig. (2 sided)

-3.032

51

.004*

53

* p<.05
From fiscal year end 2007 to fiscal year end 2012, the mean percentage of nonalumni giving to the institutions in Maryland trended downward. In 2007 it reported
giving of 1.2%, compared to 1.0% in 2012. This drop occurred despite the fact that it had
5 schools participate in 2012, compared to three in 2007. It should be again noted
that only 6 out of the 16 (38%) colleges reported their figures over that time, and only 2
(12%) reported in every year.
From fiscal year end 2007 to fiscal year end 2012 the mean percentage of nonalumni giving to the institutions in Virginia stayed relatively flat. In 2007 it reported .5%,
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compared to .4% in 2012. This lack of notable increase occurred despite the fact that it
had nine schools participate in 2012, compared to five in 2007. It should be noted that
only 10 of its 23 colleges (43%) reported their figures over that time, and only 3 (13%)
reported every year. Since 2007, Maryland has averaged .97% non-alumni support,
compared with .43% for Virginia.
While both states reported flat to downward results in the percentage of giving
from non-alumni from 2007 to 2012, Maryland’s figures were significantly higher. In
2007, Maryland reported 1.2% alumni giving, compared to 1.0% in 2012. Virginia
reported a lower figure of .5% in 2007, only to see it drop slightly to .4% in 2012. Its
2012 figure is particularly revealing because Virginia had nine colleges report in 2012,
compared to five for Maryland.
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Figure 5.

Virginia and Maryland Non-Alumni Support 2007-2012.

Examination of Research Question 6
The sixth research question was the following: Is there a significant difference in
size of total endowment between community colleges in states with a state-level system
foundation led by a vice president for institutional advancement and those in a state
without a state -level system foundation led by a vice president for institutional
advancement?
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An independent samples t-test (Table 6) was conducted to determine if there is a
significant difference in the amount of the endowment between colleges in a state with a
state-level system foundation led by a vice president for institutional advancement and
those in a state-level system foundation without a vice president for institutional
advancement. There is a significant difference in amount of endowment between colleges
in a state with a state-level system foundation led by a vice president for institutional
advancement (M=$4,641,557, SD=$2,482,863) and those in a state-level system
foundation without a vice president for institutional advancement (M=$8,679,971
SD=$4,795,000); t (51)= -3.977, p = 0.000.
Table 6
Independent Sample t-test

t-test
N of valid responses

Value

df

Sig. (2 sided)

-3.977

51

.000*

53

* p<.05
From fiscal year end 2007 to fiscal year end 2012 (Figure 6), the overall
endowment of the reporting institutions in Maryland, a state without a state-level system
foundation led by a vice president for institutional advancement, rose from $26.4 million
to $45.9 million. It should again be noted that only 6 out of the 16 (38%) colleges
reported their figures at least once over that time, and only 2 (12%) reported in every
year. Of the two colleges reporting every year, the endowments rose from $21.4 million
to $26.4 million, or 25%.
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The $19.5 million rise in the endowment from 2007-2012 is partly attributable to
the fact that only three colleges reported in 2007 while five reported in 2012. The average
of the three colleges that reported in 2007 was $8.8 million, while the average of the five
that reported in 2012 was $9.2 million. This equates to only a $.4 million increase in the
average over that time period. In fact, 2012 reflects a drop in the overall average from
2011, when the average rose to $10.6 million.
From fiscal year end 2007 to fiscal year end 2012 (Figure 6), the overall
endowment of the institutions in Virginia rose from $26.8 million to $43.1 million. It
should be noted that only 10 of its 23 colleges (43%) reported their figures at least once
over that time, and only 3 (13%) reported every year.
The $16.3 million rise in the endowment from 2007-2012 is partly attributable to
the fact that only six colleges reported in 2007 and while nine reported in 2012. The
average of the six colleges that reported in 2007 was $4.7 million, while the average of
the eight that reported in 2012 was $5.4 million. This equates to only a $.7 million
increase in the average over that time period.
Comparing both schools from 2007-2012, it shows that both community college
systems are similar in that they reported increases in their respective endowments, but it
was primarily attributable to an increase in the number of schools that reported. On
average, it appears that the average overall endowment in Maryland is significantly larger
in 2012 than that of Virginia’s. In 2012, Maryland reported a total average endowment of
$45.9 million from five schools, for an average of $9.2 million, while Virginia reported a
total endowment of $43.1 million from nine schools, for an average of $4.8 million.

57

Since 2007, Maryland has reported an average endowment of $7.7 million, compared to
$4.91 million for Virginia.

Figure 6.

Virginia and Maryland Endowment Market 2007-2012.
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Summary
Chapter IV presented the study’s research findings beginning with descriptive
data analysis. The study examined the data comparing community colleges in a state with
a state-level system foundation led by a vice president for institutional advancement and
those in a state without a state-level system foundation led by a vice president for
institutional advancement. The researcher studied six categories for comparison of the
community colleges in each state, including total giving, restricted gifts, unrestricted
gifts, alumni support, non-alumni support, and endowment level.
Data obtained from the VSE survey were analyzed using percentages, means, and
standard deviations. In addition, independent samples t tests were performed to show if
there was any statistical difference between the two sample means. A significant
difference was found to exist between the colleges in the two states with the exception of
the unrestricted giving category where a significant difference was not found.
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This chapter is a summation of the research study. The discussion begins with the
purpose of the study and a summary of the findings and the conclusions drawn from the
study’s findings. This chapter also includes limitations, implications, and
recommendations for further research.
The purpose of this study was to discover multi-year trends, over a 5-year period,
that would suggest that states with established state-level system foundations, led by a
vice president for institutional advancement supporting the fundraising efforts of the
urban, suburban, and rural community colleges within their state, significantly raise more
annual support, through private giving, than those states that have individual community
college foundations working independently from state-level oversight.
More specifically, the researcher sought to investigate the multi-year trends of
public community colleges in the states of Virginia and Maryland that have participated
in the VSE survey between the years of 2007-2012.
The researcher utilized a primary source of data from the VSE survey entering
findings into Excel and analyzing the findings using SPSS version 22.0. With a resource
like the VSE, it is possible to measure community colleges within the same state and
comparable states against each other not only in terms of their overall numbers, but also
their ability to secure certain types of gifts compared to their difficulty procuring others.
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The VSE also provided the opportunity to identify community colleges that are
successful in fundraising in particular areas instead of just grand totals, offering more
variables to institutional samples not afforded by IRS data alone (Hauenstein, 2010). For
example the VSE provides statistics that include grand totals as well as number of
donors, restricted giving, unrestricted giving, capital gifts, and overall foundation totals.
Donor totals refer to information such as the number of people who gave within a fiscal
year.
The following six research questions were used to guide this study:
1. Is there a significant difference in total dollars raised between community
colleges in a state with a state-level system foundation led by a vice
president for institutional advancement and those in a state without a statelevel system foundation led by a vice president for institutional
advancement?
2. Is there a significant difference in restricted gifts raised between
community colleges in a state with a state-level system foundation led by a
vice president for institutional advancement and those in a state without a
state level system foundation led by a vice president for institutional
advancement?
3. Is there a significant difference in unrestricted gifts raised between
community colleges in a state with a state-level system foundation led by a
vice president for institutional advancement and those in a state without a
state-level system foundation led by a vice president for institutional
advancement?
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4. Is there a significant difference in alumni support between community
colleges in a state with a state-level system foundation led by a vice
president for institutional advancement and those in a state without a statelevel system foundation led by a vice president for institutional
advancement?
5. Is there a significant difference in non-alumni support between community
colleges in a state with a state-level system foundation led by a vice
president for institutional advancement and those in a state without a statelevel system foundation led by a vice president for institutional
advancement?
6. Is there a significant difference in size of total endowment between
community colleges in states with a state-level system foundation led by a
vice president for institutional advancement and those in a state without a
state -level system foundation led by a vice president for institutional
advancement?
The introduction, review of literature, research design and methods, and results
for this study were presented in Chapters One through Four. The resource dependency
theory hypothesizes that as organizations become more dependent on resources, the
organization will change their behavior (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978). Community colleges
are seeking to attract more donations from outside governmental sources, and, as such,
they are beginning to adjust the way they conduct the business of institutional
advancement.
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As a result of external funding, higher education studies in resource dependency
theory stress two significant changes: organizational structure and changes in faculty.
Further research is needed to determine how community colleges and state-level
foundations can build their organizational capacity and change their behavior to acquire
and diversify additional private funding resources (Asp, 1993).
This research study points to the beginning of some organizational changes
occurring within community colleges and state-level foundations, possibly leading to
increased private revenue generation. The problem leading to this study is the lack of
understanding of which fundraising organizational structures lead to the greatest success
in terms of private funds raised by community colleges of various sizes and resources.
This study did not affirm that having an experienced vice president for
institutional advancement leading a state-level system foundation leads to greater success
in terms of private funds raised by community colleges of various sizes and resources
within the system. The community colleges in Maryland, which do not have a state-level
vice president of institutional advancement working with them actually fared better on
average than those in Virginia, which have a state-level vice president of advancement.
A key reason for this outcome could stem from the following:
1. All community colleges in each state did not report every year during the
five years studied.
2. The researcher did not control for which colleges would be defined as
effective or fortunate fund raising programs.
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3. The study did not factor in the level of maturity of the foundations, the
size staff, the demographics of the college’s service area, or the
characteristics and involvement of the colleges presidents.
The theory presented by Hauenstein (2010) states that for community colleges,
fund raising effectiveness is based on permanent foundation leadership, operational
funding discussion during strategic-planning sessions, fund raising objective based on
assessment of needs, and evaluation of cost and outcomes against pre-established goals.
Chapter Three presented the research design and methodology used for the study.
This study utilized the causal-comparative quantitative research design. This chapter also
included the research questions, variables, data collection, and the analysis procedures
utilized for the study.
Data obtained from the VSE survey were analyzed using percentages, means, and
standard deviations. In addition, independent samples t-tests were performed to show if
there was any statistical difference between the two sample means. A significant
difference was found to exist between the colleges in the two states with the exception of
the unrestricted giving category where a significant difference was not found. The state
without an experienced vice president for institutional advancement leading a state-level
system foundation had greater success in terms of private funds raised by community
colleges of various sizes and resources within the system.
Summary of Findings and Conclusions for Research Question 1
The first research question was the following: Is there a significant difference in
total dollars raised between community colleges in a state with a state-level system
foundation led by a vice president for institutional advancement and those in a state
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without a state-level system foundation led by a vice president for institutional
advancement?
An independent samples t-test was conducted to determine if there is a significant
difference in the dollars raised between colleges in a state with a state-level system
foundation led by a vice president for institutional advancement and those in a state-level
system foundation without a vice president for institutional advancement. There was a
significant difference in the dollars raised between colleges in a state with a state-level
system foundation led by a vice president for institutional advancement (M=$963,406,
SD=$528,441) and those in a state-level system foundation without a vice president for
institutional advancement (M=$1,595,552, SD=$1,338,664); t (51) = -2.371, p = 0.022.
From fiscal year end 2007 to fiscal year end 2012, Maryland community colleges,
which are in a state without a state-level system foundation led by a vice president for
institutional advancement, participating in the VSE reported total fundraising dollars of
$36.7 million for an overall average of $6.1 million per year. It should be noted that only
6 out of the 16 (38%) colleges reported their figures over that time, and only two (12%)
reported in every year. Using only the colleges reporting, the state averaged total
fundraising of $1.6 million per institution, with the average per college showing a
decrease from $2.1 million in 2007 to $1.2 million in 2012 (42%).
From fiscal year end 2007 to fiscal year end 2012, Virginia Community Colleges,
which are in a state with a state-level system foundation led by a vice president for
institutional advancement, participating in the VSE, reported total fundraising dollars of
$28.9 million for an overall average of $8.3 million per year (Figure 1). It should be
noted that only 10 of its 23 colleges (43%) reported their figures over that time, and only
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three (13%) reported every year. Using only the colleges reporting, the state averaged
total fundraising of $.96 million per institution, with the total per college decreasing from
$.2 million in 2007 to $.83 million in 2012 (32%).
Comparing the two state-systems from 2007-2012 reveals that both systems
followed a similar pattern in their fundraising totals with each of them experiencing a
drop off in private giving in the middle years, and not really rebounding back to 2007
levels until recently. On average, it appears that community colleges in Maryland are
receiving more gifts per institution in their fundraising programs, as they have been
consistently above Virginia in the amount that the state is raising on average overall and
from the colleges that report their totals. For instance, while neither has a high percentage
of colleges reporting their figures, in 2012 Maryland reported total dollars raised of $5.9
million, while Virginia recorded $7.5 million. However, Maryland only had five colleges
reporting, while Virginia had nine. Based on the number of colleges reporting, Maryland
averaged $1.5 million per school reporting, while Virginia only reported $.9 million.
This is the first known study to compare community college fundraising from a
state-level approach. Therefore, there are no data to compare from previous research.
The assumption of the researcher is that the reporting colleges from Maryland have more
mature foundations (Gatewood, 1994; Hunter, 1988) than the Virginia colleges reporting
or the Maryland community colleges were possibly more fortunate than effective in
fundraising (Pickett, 1977) than the community colleges reporting in Virginia.
Summary of Findings and Conclusions for Research Question 2
The second research question was the following: Is there a significant difference
in restricted gifts raised between community colleges in a state with a state level system
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foundation led by a vice president for institutional advancement and those in a state
without a state-level system foundation led by a vice president for institutional
advancement?
An independent samples t-test was conducted to determine if there is a significant
difference in the restricted dollars raised between colleges in a state with a state-level
system foundation led by a vice president for institutional advancement and those in a
state-level system foundation without a vice president for institutional advancement.
There was a significance difference in the restricted dollars raised between colleges in a
state with a state-level system foundation led by a vice president for institutional
advancement (M=$975,351, SD=$501,838) and those in a state-level system foundation
without a vice president for institutional advancement (M=$1,450,955, SD=$1,304,609);
t (51) = -2.468, p = 0.017.
From fiscal year end 2007 to fiscal year end 2012 restricted gifts given to the
institutions in Maryland, which are without a state-level system foundation led by a vice
president for institutional advancement, showed a general decline. After a spike in 2008
to over $7.9 million, it trended downward to approximately $5.4 million in 2012, despite
the fact that it had 5 institutions report their results in 2012, compared to three in 2007. It
should be noted that only 6 out of the 16 (38%) colleges reported their figures over that
time, and only 2 (12%) reported in every year.
From fiscal year end 2007 to fiscal year end 2011, restricted gifts given to the
institutions in Virginia, which has a state-level system foundation led by a system
foundation led by a vice president for institutional advancement, also showed a general
decline. In 2007 and 2008, restricted gifts were over $5.00 million each year, and then
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trended downward to approximately $3.07 million in 2011. Virginia reported a sharp
increase in 2012 to $5.04 million as a result of having nine colleges report their results
compared to an average of four from 2007 to 2011. It should be noted that only six out of
the 16 (38%) colleges reported their figures over that time, and only two (12%) reported
in every year.
Maryland reported a higher amount of restricted gifts than Virginia since 2007, as
that state averaged $5.44 million, compared to Virginia’s average of $3.98 million during
that time. The institutions showed a similar pattern as both generally trended downward
after increases in 2008, only to see a jump in 2012.
This is the first known study to compare community college fundraising from a
state-level approach. Therefore, there are no data to compare from previous research.
The assumption of the researcher is that community colleges in Maryland conducted
more focused fund raising campaigns on initiatives seeking specific gifts from donors
(Jackson, 2002) than the community colleges in Virginia, or the Maryland community
colleges were possibly more fortunate than effective in fundraising (Pickett, 1977) than
the community colleges reporting in Virginia.
Summary of Findings and Conclusions for Research Question 3
The third research question was the following: Is there a significant difference in
unrestricted gifts raised between community colleges in a state with a state-level system
foundation led by a vice president for institutional advancement and those in a state
without a state-level system foundation led by a vice president for institutional
advancement?
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An independent samples t-test (Table 3) was conducted to determine if there is a
significant difference in the unrestricted dollars raised between colleges in a state with a
state-level system foundation led by a vice president for institutional advancement and
those in a state-level system foundation without a vice president for institutional
advancement. There was not a significant difference in the unrestricted dollars raised
between colleges in a state with a state-level system foundation led by a vice president
for institutional advancement (M=$168,054, SD=$252,230) and those in a state-level
system foundation without a vice president for institutional advancement (M=$146,797,
SD=$67,185); t (51) = .393, p = .696.
From fiscal year end 2007 to fiscal year end 2012 (Figure 3), restricted gifts given
to the institutions in Maryland, which are without a state-level system foundation led by a
vice president for institutional advancement, showed a general decline. After a spike in
2008 to over $7.9 million, it trended downward to approximately $5.4 million in 2012,
despite the fact that it had five institutions report their results in 2012, compared to three
in 2007. It should be noted that only 6 out of the 16 (38%) colleges reported their figures
over that time, and only 2 (12%) reported in every year.
From fiscal year end 2007 to fiscal year end 2011, restricted gifts given to the
institutions in Virginia, which has a state-level system foundation led by a vice president
for institutional advancement, also showed a general decline. In 2007 and 2008, restricted
gifts were over $5.00 million each year, then trended downward to approximately $3.07
million in 2011. Virginia reported a sharp increase in 2012 to $5.04 million as a result of
having nine colleges report their results compared to an average of four from 2007 to
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2011. It should be noted that only 6 out of the 16 (38%) colleges reported their figures
over that time, and only 2 (12%) reported in every year.
Maryland reported a higher amount of restricted gifts than Virginia since 2007, as
that state averaged $5.44 million, compared to Virginia’s average of $3.98 million during
that time. The institutions showed a similar pattern as both generally trended downward
after increases in 2008, only to see a jump in 2012.
From fiscal year end 2007 to fiscal year end 2012 unrestricted gifts given to the
institutions in Maryland, which are without a state-level system foundation led by a vice
president for institutional advancement, showed a general decline. After a spike in 2008
to over $.84 million, it trended downward to $.42 million in 2012, despite the fact that it
had 5 institutions report their results in 2012, compared to three in 2007. It should be
noted that only 6 out of the 16 (38%) colleges reported their figures over that time, and
only 2 (12%) reported in every year.
From fiscal year end 2007 to fiscal year end 2011, unrestricted gifts given to the
institutions in Virginia, which has a state-level system foundation led by a system
foundation led by a vice president for institutional advancement also showed a general
decline. After a spike in 2008 to .61 million and 2009 to $.58 million, it trended
downward to less than $.42 million in 2011. It reported a sharp increase in 2012 to $2.45
million as a result of having nine colleges report their results compared to an average of
four from 2007 to 2011. It should be noted that only 6 out of the 16 (38%) colleges
reported their figures over that time, and only 2 (12%) reported in every year.
Virginia reported a slightly higher amount than Maryland in unrestricted gifts
since 2007, with Virginia averaging $.15 million, and Maryland averaging $.13 million
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during that time. Virginia’s average was boosted significantly by it performance in 2012
when it reported gifts in the amount of $2.45 million. However, it should be noted that it
benefited from the fact that nine institutions reported that year compared to an average of
four from 2007 to 2011. The institutions showed a similar pattern as both generally
trended downward after increases in 2008, only to see a jump in 2012.
This is the first known study to compare community college fundraising from a
state-level approach. Therefore, there are no data to compare from previous research.
The assumption of the researcher is no significant difference was found in unrestricted
gifts, because traditionally most community colleges put a greater emphasis on raising
unrestricted gifts (Babitz, 2003).
Summary of Findings and Conclusions for Research Question 4
The fourth research question was the following: Is there a significant difference
in alumni support between community colleges in a state with a state-level system
foundation led by a vice president for institutional advancement and those in a state
without a state-level system foundation led by a vice president for institutional
advancement?
An independent samples t-test was conducted to determine if there is a significant
difference in alumni support between colleges in a state with a state-level system
foundation led by a vice president for institutional advancement and those in a state-level
system foundation without a vice president for institutional advancement. There was a
significant difference in alumni support between colleges in a state with a state-level
system foundation led by a vice president for institutional advancement (M=1.5633,
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SD=1.77346) and those in a state-level system foundation without a vice president for
institutional advancement (M=4.4130, SD=4.12589); t (51)= -3.403, p = 0.001.
From fiscal year end 2007 to fiscal year end 2012 the mean percentage of alumni
giving to the institutions in Maryland, which are in a state without a state-level system
foundation led by a vice president for institutional advancement, reflected a slight
increase from 3.3% to 5.3%. It should be again noted that only 6 out of the 16 (38%)
colleges reported their figures over that time, and only 2 (12%) reported in every year. In
addition, Maryland had five institutions report in 2012, compared to three in 2007.
From fiscal year end 2007 to fiscal year end 2012, the mean percentage of alumni
giving to the institutions in Virginia, a state with a state-level system foundation led by a
vice president for institutional advancement, increased significantly from .8% in 2007 to
2.5% in 2012. However, that increase could be attributable to the fact that Virginia had
nine schools participate in 2012, compared to five in 2007. It should be again noted that
only 6 out of the 16 (38%) colleges reported their figures over that time, and only 2
(12%) reported in every year.
Maryland’s alumni giving has been consistently more than double that of
Virginia. In 2007, Maryland reported 3.3% alumni giving and saw that figure reach 5.3%
in 2012. Virginia reported .8% in 2007, and 2.5% in 2012, despite generally having more
participants, including nine in 2012, compared to five for Maryland that year. Maryland
averaged 3.77% since 2007, compared to 1.47% for Virginia.
This is the first known study to compare community college fundraising from a
state-level approach. Therefore, there are no data to compare from previous research.
The assumption of the researcher is that the community colleges in Maryland have
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focused more time on alumni giving programs (Summer, 2006) and the ones reporting
may have a larger alumni base than those reporting in Virginia, or Maryland community
colleges were possibly more fortunate than effective in fundraising (Pickett, 1977) than
the community colleges reporting in Virginia.
Summary of Findings and Conclusions for Research Question 5
The fifth research question was the following: Is there a significant difference in
non-alumni support between community colleges in a state with a state-level system
foundation led by a vice president for institutional advancement and those in a state
without a state-level system foundation led by a vice president for institutional
advancement?
An independent samples t-test was conducted to determine if there is a significant
difference in the non-alumni support between colleges in a state with a state-level system
foundation led by a vice president for institutional advancement and those in a state-level
system foundation without a vice president for institutional advancement. There was a
significant difference in non-alumni support between colleges in a state with a state-level
system foundation led by a vice president for institutional advancement (M=.5400,
SD=.6333) and those in a state-level system foundation without a vice president for
institutional advancement (M=1.0696, SD=.62627); t (51) = -3.032, p = 0.004.
From fiscal year end 2007 to fiscal year end 2012, the mean percentage of non-alumni
giving to the institutions in Maryland trended downward. In 2007 it reported giving of
1.2%, compared to 1.0% in 2012. This drop occurred despite the fact that it had five
schools participate in 2012, compared to three in 2007. It should be again noted that only
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6 out of the 16 (38%) colleges reported their figures over that time, and only 2 (12%)
reported in every year.
From fiscal year end 2007 to fiscal year end 2012 the mean percentage of nonalumni giving to the institutions in Virginia stayed relatively flat. In 2007 it reported .5%,
compared to .4% in 2012. This lack of notable increase occurred despite the fact that it
had nine schools participate in 2012, compared to five in 2007. It should be noted that
only 10 of its 23 colleges (43%) reported their figures over that time, and only 3 (13%)
reported every year. Since 2007, Maryland has averaged .97% non-alumni support,
compared with .43% for Virginia.
While both states reported flat to downward results in the percentage of giving
from non-alumni from 2007 to 2012, Maryland’s figures were significantly higher. In
2007, Maryland reported 1.2% alumni giving, compared to 1.0% in 2012. Virginia
reported a lower figure of .5% in 2007, only to see it drop slightly to .4% in 2012. Its
2012 figure is particularly revealing because Virginia had nine colleges report in 2012,
compared to five for Maryland.
This is the first known study to compare community college fundraising from a
state-level approach. Therefore, there are no data to compare from previous research.
The assumption of the researcher is that community colleges reporting from Maryland
have more community partnerships with business and industry located in their service
area (Hunter, 1988; Miller 1997) or Maryland community colleges may possibly be more
fortunate than effective in fundraising (Pickett, 1977) than those community colleges
reporting in Virginia.
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Summary of Findings and Conclusions for Research Question 6
The sixth research question was the following: Is there a significant difference in
size of total endowment between community colleges in states with a state-level system
foundation led by a vice president for institutional advancement and those in a state
without a state-level system foundation led by a vice president for institutional
advancement?
An independent samples t-test was conducted to determine if there is a significant
difference in the amount of the endowment between colleges in a state with a state-level
system foundation led by a vice president for institutional advancement and those in a
state-level system foundation without a vice president for institutional advancement.
There is a significant difference in the restricted dollars raised between colleges in a state
with a state-level system foundation led by a vice president for institutional advancement
(M=$4,641,557, SD=$2,482,863) and those in a state-level system foundation without a
vice president for institutional advancement (M=$8,679,971 SD=$4,795,000); t (51) = 3.977, p = 0.000.
From fiscal year end 2007 to fiscal year end 2012 (Figure 6), the overall
endowment of the reporting institutions in Maryland, a state without a state-level system
foundation led by a vice president for institutional advancement, rose from $26.4 million
to $45.9 million. It should again be noted that only 6 out of the 16 (38%) colleges
reported their figures at least once over that time, and only 2 (12%) reported in every
year. Of the two colleges reporting every year, the endowments rose from $21.4 million
to $26.4 million, or 25%.
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The $19.5 million rise in the endowment from 2007-2012 is partly attributable to
the fact that only three colleges reported in 2007while five reported in 2012. The average
of the three colleges that reported in 2007 was $8.8 million, while the average of the five
that reported in 2012 was $9.2 million. This equates to only a $.4 million increase in the
average over that time period. In fact, 2012 reflects a drop in the overall average from
2011, when the average rose to $10.6 million.
From fiscal year end 2007 to fiscal year end 2012 the overall endowment of the
institutions in Virginia rose from $26.8 million to $43.1 million. It should be noted that
only 10 of its 23 colleges (43%) reported their figures at least once over that time, and
only 3 (13%) reported every year.
The $16.3 million rise in the endowment from 2007-2012 is partly attributable to
the fact that only six colleges reported in 2007 and while nine reported in 2012. The
average of the six colleges that reported in 2007 was $4.7 million, while the average of
the eight that reported in 2012 was $5.4 million. This equates to only a $.7 million
increase in the average over that time period.
Comparing both schools from 2007-2012, it shows that both community college
systems are similar in that they reported increases in their respective endowments, but it
was primarily attributable to an increase in the number of schools that reported. On
average, it appears that the average overall endowment in Maryland is significantly larger
in 2012 than that of Virginia’s. In 2012, Maryland reported a total average endowment of
$45.9 million from five schools, for an average of $9.2 million, while Virginia reported a
total endowment of $43.1 million from nine schools, for an average of $4.8 million.
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Since 2007, Maryland has reported an average endowment of $7.7 million, compared to
$4.91 million for Virginia.
This is the first known study to compare community college fundraising from a
state-level approach. Therefore, there are no data to compare from previous research.
The assumption of the researcher is that the community colleges reporting in Maryland
are more mature (Gatewooed, 1994; Hunter 1988) with a more aggressive fund raisers
and fund managers in charge of their endowments than those community colleges
reporting in Virginia or Maryland community colleges may possibly be more fortunate
than effective in fundraising (Pickett, 1977) than those community colleges reporting in
Virginia.
Limitations of the Study
The population of this study was limited to two-year public community colleges
in the states of Virginia and Maryland that participated in the VSE survey from 20072012. Each individual community college within the states of Virginia and Maryland had
not completed the survey consistently over the five-year period to be reviewed. Therefore
this was a random selection of just the community colleges that reported in each state
during the time frame of the study. The researcher did not know which of the colleges
reporting, within each state, were considered urban, suburban, or rural.
Implications and Recommendations of the Study
The results of this study only provide a snapshot of the effects that a state-level
foundation led by a vice-president for institutional advancement can have on the fundraising success of the individual community colleges within its system. A significant
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difference was found in all the research questions but one, between the amount of
unrestricted dollars raised by the individual colleges in the state of Virginia, which has a
state-level system foundation supporting the individual colleges and Maryland, which
does not have a state-level system supporting the individual colleges. This was in direct
contrast to the researcher’s hypothesis which was that community colleges would fare
better in institutional advancement if they had a vice president for institutional
advancement leading the fund raising efforts of all the community colleges in a given
state from a state-level foundation. However, it is important to note that the data was
limited due to the low reporting from both states to the VSE. The researcher suggests
further research is needed using more extensive data from both states.
Case studies could serve to collect additional information about the successful
state-level system foundations led by vice presidents for institutional advancement with
high performing community college foundations in rural, suburban, and urban geographic
locations. Data collected from states like Kentucky, where each college with in the
system is required to submit fundraising numbers to the VSE each year, could serve as
benchmarks to illustrate appropriate funding levels for development offices and
foundations based on college size, geographic location, or relative wealth of the college’s
service area.
Finally, additional research needs to be conducted to determine how a state-level
system foundations organization structure influences its ability to assist individual
colleges in raising revenue. A case study of successful state-level system foundations
could examine specific aspects of the organization, such as staffing, committee structure,
board leadership and training, investment policies, or the use of technology and outside
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consultants. Information collected from such studies could provide additional insights
into the workings of a successful state-level system foundation led by a vice president for
institutional advancement or equivalent position.
Summary
Different trends and theories about fundraising in higher education are beginning
to emerge in the literature. The first and most fundamental change is the shift to a more
comprehensive approach to fundraising. Historically, most of the fundraising as well as
development planning and activities were accomplished outside the day-to-day
institutional operations. Today, at many leading institutions, fundraising is an integral
part of every strategic plan and every activity in which an institution is engaged. This
strategy usually involves implementing a team approach to fundraising.
When development leaders promote fundraising as a team effort in which
everyone shares the struggles and triumphs, philanthropic responses will exceed
expectations. According to much of the research, building a comprehensive program of
institutional advancement that involves the entire academic community is one of the
critical success factors for fundraising in higher education. In recent years, most
institutional leaders have come to view advancement activities as an integral part of the
overall operation of the college or university.
When compared to senior colleges, most community colleges are young and so
are the foundations that were formed to support them. Many have no staff and few
resources dedicated to fundraising activities. As a result, the capacity to secure
significant philanthropic investment for scholarships, faculty support and enhancing
facilities and programs is severely limited.
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The researcher believes that building a state-wide culture for philanthropy for
community colleges by providing direct support to the colleges and their foundations for
education and training of staff, board development, fundraising tools, campaign
feasibility studies, best practice resources and other capacity-building services and
support will enhance the ability of urban, suburban, and rural colleges to fulfill their
missions.
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